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We report here an error in the description of our methods. This error does not alter our statistical results or the conclusions
readers should reach from our work. The published paper reported three main findings: (1) monkeys reproduced simple shapes
frommemory, (2) reproduction performance transferred to novel shapes, and (3) recognition performance was superior to recall
performance under matched conditions. The error we report here is relevant only to the third conclusion.
In preparing a follow-up experiment, we discovered that our recall and recognition tests were less fully matched than we had
intended and reported. In the recognition test, incorrect answers were followed by a 10 s timeout, whereas in the recall test, they
were not. This was in addition to the standard 10 s intertrial interval, meaning that an incorrect recognition trial would be
followed by a total of 20 s of blank screen. All other parameters of the two tests were still matched, as reported.
We corrected this mistake by eliminating the timeout so that the two tests were matched as intended, and we retested monkeys
using the methods reported in the published paper, with two minor exceptions. First, because not all five monkeys from the
original study were available, we tested three monkeys from the original study and two additional monkeys that had received
the same training at a later time. Second, we used memory delays between 1 and 36 s, instead of between 1 and 128 s, so
that all points in the resulting forgetting curve were at delays for which performance was above chance in the original paper.
Thus, although we could not directly replicate the published procedures, we did test whether superior accuracy on the recog-
nition test was caused by the unintended timeouts.
Results of retesting reinforced our original findings. Recognition accuracy was higher than recall accuracy, accuracy decreased
at longer delays, and the effect of delay on accuracy depended on test type [Figure 1; two-factor within-subject ANOVA; main
effect of test type: F(1,4) = 47.03, p = 0.002; main effect of delay length: F(7,28) = 31.45, p < 0.001; interaction of test type and
delay length: F(7,28) = 8.39, p < 0.001]. Thus, the presence of a timeout in the recognition test, but not in the recall test, did not
produce the difference between the recall and recognition test performance reported in the published paper, and all three of our
main conclusions still stand. We apologize for inadvertently reporting incorrect information.Figure 1. Comparison of Recall and Recognition Accuracy as a Function of Memory Delay
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